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Arizona  Public  Se rvice  Company
Res pons e  to  S ta ff's  Dra ft Report

Compe titive  P roc ure me nt Works hop
Doc ke t No . E-00000E-05-0431

October 12, 2007 .

Arizona  P ublic S e rvice  Compa ny ("AP S " or "Compa ny") ha s  a ppre cia te d the  opportunity to
pa rticipa te  in the  thre e  Compe titive  P rocure me nt works hops  ("CP P  Works hops ") unde r the
le a de rs hip of the  Arizona  Corpora tion Commis s ion S ta ff. The  Compa ny ha s  pre vious ly file d
cornme nts l in re s pons e  to S ta ff's  re que s ts  in this  docke t. The  fo llowing comme nts  a re  in
re s pons e  to  the  Dra ft S ta ff Re port on  Compe titive  P rocure me nt Is s ue s  fo r the  Ge ne ric
Inve s tiga tion into Ele ctric Re source  P la nning ("Dra ft S ta ff Re port"), which wa s  is sue d Octobe r
2, 2007.

In tro d u c tio n

The  Compa ny concurs  with the  funda me nta l conce pts  a ddre s s e d in the  S ta ff Re port. Mos t
importa ntly, be ca us e  Arizona  is  a  s ta te  with  dyna mic growth, it is  critica l tha t the re  be  the
ne ce s s a ry infra s tructure  a nd re s ource s  a va ila ble  to me e t the  s ta te 's  incre a s ing de ma nd for
e le ctricity. Arizona 's  loa d s e rving e ntitie s  mus t be  a ble  to e nsure  re source  a de qua cy, ma na ge
risk, and de live r re liable  e lectricity a t a  re a sonable  cos t. It is  e ssentia l to deve lop a  procurement
process  tha t is  fa ir, open and transparent and tha t shows no bias  toward any s takeholder or group.

The  Compa ny a gre e s  with S ta ff tha t it is  pre ma ture  to conduct a  Rule ma king on procure me nt
is s ue s  a t this  time , prima rily be ca us e  powe r procure me nt is  a n inte gra l pa rt of the  Inte gra te d
Re s ource  P la nning ("liP ") proce s s . The  TRP  works hops  tha t the  Commis s ion is  curre ntly
conducting a re  the  appropria te  forum to deve lop the  ove ra ll regula tory approach rega rding long-
te rm re s ource  pla nning a rid procure me nt. The  IP  proce s s  a nd a ny a s s ocia te d rile s  s hould, of
course , supersede  and replace  such informal guide lines  as  a re  suggested in the  Draft S taff Report
and the  Staff's  Recommended Best Practices  for Procurement ("Best Practices") .

In re ga rd to compe titive  procure me nt pra ctice s , AP S  is  in a  unique  pos ition, a s  compa re d to
othe r jurisdictiona l utilitie s , because  the  Commiss ion has  a lready approved a  process  for APS to
a ddre ss  compe titive  procure me nt. The  Commis s ion a ddre s s e d procure me nt pra ctice s  in the
Compa ny's  Code  of Conduct, which incorpora te s  the  Compa ny's  S e conda ry P rocure me nt
P rotocol (a pprove d in De cis ion No. 6874l), a nd in the  provis ions  of the  S e ttle me nt Agre e me nt
tha t we re  a dopte d with  modifica tions  by De cis ion No. 67744 (April 7 , 2005). De cis ion No.
67744 re quire s  the  Compa ny to te s t the  whole s a le  e ne rgy ma rke t to de te rmine  whe the r the
marke t can provide  adequa te  and the  most economic power for APS cus tomers . If the  wholesa le
e ne rgy ma rke t ca nnot do s o, the  Compa ny ha s  the  a bility a nd obliga tion to s e e k Commis s ion
a uthoriza tion to a cquire  a nd own ge ne ra tion re source s . If AP S  we re  to  cons ide r a n a ffilia te
proposa l, the  protocol for communica tions  and the  use  of an independent monitor a re  es tablished
in its  Code  of Conduct. The se  Commiss ion de cis ions  we re  is sue d a fte r a n e vide ntia ry he a ring,
whe re  the  is sue s  we re  fully e xa mine d, a nd AP S  mus t comply with the ir ma nda te s . Tha t be ing

1 APS docketed its Initial Comments on May 16, 2007, and its Second Set of Comments on July 23, 2007.
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sa id, a nd a lthough the  Compa ny be lie ve s  tha t a  Rule ma king is  the  de s ire d a pproa ch for forma l
procedures , unde r the  circumstances  and given the  current s ta tus  of the  liP  workshops , the  Bes t
P ra ctice s  is  a  pote ntia lly us e ful inte rim ve hicle  for providing furthe r guida nce  for a ll pa rtie s ,
until such time  a s  the  Commiss ion a dopts  IP  rule s .

P ropos e d Modifica tions and  Cla rific a tions

Overa ll, the  Best Practices  address  the  concerns  and re flects  the  discuss ion of the  pa rticipants  in
the  CPP Workshops . Gene ra lly, the  Company be lieves  tha t Commiss ion guidance  on an inte rim
bas is  can provide  some  ce rta inty in the  procurement process . However, the re  a re  some  a reas  of
the  Be s t P ra ctice s  tha t re quire  cla rifica tion  or modifica tion . For e xa mple , ba s e d  on  the
discuss ions  a t the  CPP Workshops , the  focus  of Best Practices  protocols  a re  on the  procurement
of supply-s ide  powe r. To a void confus ion, the  Be s t P ra ctice s  should provide  a n e xce ption tha t
c la rifie s  tha t the  re quire me nts  for Re que s t fo r P ropos a ls  ("RFP s ") do  no t a pply to  o the r
components  of energy procurement, such as  transmiss ion projects , fue ls  and fue l transporta tion
The  Company has  incorpora ted its  recommenda tions  into a  redline  ve rs ion of the  Bes t P ractices ,
which is  a ttached as  Attachment A.

S hort-Te rm Ac qu is itions

S ta ff ha s  re comme nde d tha t utilitie s  s hould firs t "look to the  ma rke t" for procure me nt options
and tha t a  RFP process  should be  the  primary means  by which utilitie s  acquire  needed wholesa le
power. None the le ss , S ta ff did recognize  tha t the re  may be  exceptions  to the  RFP approach. The
Best Practices  describes  a  "planning horizon" of two yea rs  or le ss  a s  one  such exception, a s  we ll
a s  an exception for short-tenn acquis itions  to ma inta in sys tem re liability. The  Company be lieves
tha t these  two exceptions  should be  condensed into a  s ingle  exception for short-te rm acquis itions
tha t involve  contra ct te rms  of le s s  tha n five  ye a rs . Five  ye a rs  is  the  a cce pte d dividing line
be twe e n short a nd long-te rm a cquis itions  of powe r pursua nt to De cis ion No. 67744. For short-
te nn a cquis itions , a n RFP  ta ke s  longe r, is  more  comple x a nd is  ge ne ra lly not the  be s t pra ctice
a cquis ition proce dure , a s  compa re d to the  use  of e le ctronic tra ding pla tforms , e ne rgy broke rs ,
and othe r fonts  of bila te ra l procurement practice s .

Currently, the  Company utilize s  we ll-e s tablished policie s  and procedures  for ene rgy acquis itions
of le ss  than five  yea rs . APS does  not use  bid solicita tions  or RFPs  to buy this  ene rgy because  of
the  liquid na ture  of the  ma rke t ce nte rs  whe re  it buys  e le ctricity. AP S 's  e ne rgy tra de rs  ge ne ra lly
se le ct offe rs  through a n online  third pa rty tra ding sys te m or via  dire ct te le phone  conta cts . AP S
continua lly optimize s  the  va lue  of its  e ne rgy portfolio by e xa mining a nd re sponding to cha nging
price s  a nd a va ila ble  opportunitie s . Us ing RFP s  to a cquire  e ne rgy products  with te rms  of le s s
tha n five  ye a rs  would not be  the  be s t pra ctice  be ca us e  RFP s  would be  le s s  e fficie nt tha n the
e xis ting me thods  a rid it would re duce  the  fle xibility the  Compa ny ne e ds  to obta in re source s  a t
the  optima l prices . Furthe rmore , the  Se ttlement Agreement tha t was  adopted by the  Commiss ion
in  De cis ion  No. 67744 re cognize d the s e  pra ctica l cons ide ra tions , a s  it de fine d long-te nn

2 APS does not interpret the Best Practices as encompassing transactions such as gas hedges or other fuel
procurement activities.
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resources as  five  years  or longer Proposed language  to incorpora te  this  modifica tion is  se t forth
in Atta chme nt A.

Res ources  Requiring Long Lead Times

While  the  Compa ny a gre e s  with S ta ff tha t the  RFP  proce s s  is  a  va lua ble  tool by which utilitie s
can acquire  needed wholesa le  power information and resources , RePs  a re  not "bes t practice" for
procure me nt of a ll re s ource s . S ta ff re cognize d this  by e xcluding s hort-te rm purcha s e s , which
ge ne ra lly involve  s ta nda rd products  a nd s ta nda rd te rms  from e xis ting ge ne ra ting pla nts . The
Best Practices  should a lso recognize  tha t for those  resources  tha t require  long lead times, such as
new base  load facilitie s , bila te ra l negotia tions  may be  the  pre fe rred approach.

For this  type  of re source , RFP s  or Re que s ts  for Informa tion ma y be  use d to te s t the  ma rke t for
indica tive  pricing, pre limina ry te chnology options , a nd the  a va ila bility of compa ra ble  e xis ting
resources. Howe ve r, s uch a  proje ct typica lly re quire s  a  s ubs ta ntia l a mount of e ngine e ring,
e xpe nse , a nd contra ct ne gotia tions  with multiple  pa rtie s . Fina l cos t will de pe nd upon a  numbe r
of va ria ble s  during the  s iring, e ngine e ring, contra cting, a nd pe rmitting a ctivitie s  re quis ite  to
committing to such a  project. For these  reasons , a  RFP process  will genera lly not be  an adequa te
vehicle  for securing such re sources , in addition, and for the se  same  reasons , an RFP for such a
prob e t may re sult in a  limited number of potentia l se rious  bidde rs . The re fore , in orde r to pursue
the  le a s t cos t options , it is  importa nt tha t the  Compa ny ha ve  the  fle xibility to a lso s e cure  such
re source s  through bila te ra l ne gotia tions . This  point wa s  discusse d during the  CP P  Workshops
a nd supporte d by the  utilitie s , a s  we ll a s  individua ls  re pre se nting compa nie s  tha t cons truct ne w
fa cilitie s . The re fore , the  Compa ny a s s e rts  tha t the  Be s t P ra ctice s  s hould a ddre s s  the s e
circumstances  and provide  tha t in the  event a  utility should pursue  a  long-te rm proposa l outs ide
o f a n  RFP , it will p ro vid e  writte n  n o tice  to  S ta ff. P ropos e d la ngua ge  to incorpora te  this
modifica tion is  s e t forth in Atta chme nt A.

Exceptions for Renewable and Demand Side Resources

The  APS Code  of Conduct specifie s  tha t the  compe titive  procurement principle s  do not apply "to
tra nsa ctions  to sa tis fy AP S ' obliga tions  unde r Commiss ion's  Environme nta l P ortfolio S ta nda rd,
proposed Renewable  Energy S tandard and Tariff ["RES Rules"], and Demand S ide  Management
progra ms ."4 In contra s t, the  Be s t P ra ctice s  conta in a  more  na rrow e xce ption in tha t it re quire s
RFP s  a s  the  prima ry a cquis ition proce s s  for e ve rything e xce pt purcha s e s  from dis tribute d
renewable  ene rgy re sources .5 APS be lieves  tha t the  broade r exception tha t is  within its  Code  of
Conduct should be  encompassed in any Best Practices  adopted by the  Commission. The  recently
enacted RES Rule s  ha s  its  own procurement requirements , whe re  the  utility is  required to. file  a
de s crip tion  o f its  p roce dure s  fo r choos ing  Elig ib le  Re ne wa ble  Ene rgy Re s ource s  a rid  a
ce rtifica tion from a n inde pe nde nt a uditor tha t those  proce dure s  a re  fa ir a nd unbia se d a nd ha ve
be e n a ppropria te ly a pplie d.6 Ha ving multiple  proce dure s  tha t a pply to the  procure me nt of the
s a me  re s ource s  a dds  unne ce s s a ry comple xity a nd confus ion. De ma nd S ide  Ma na ge me nt
p rogra ms , which  would  a ls o  inc lude  de ma nd  re s pons e  p rogra ms , do  no t invo lve  powe r

3

4

5

6

See, Decision No. 67744, Attachment A, paragraph 78(a).
Decision No. 68741, Exhibit A ("APS Code"), at 1 l, Part Four, section I (B).
Draft Staff Report, Appendix 1, Proeureuzenr Methods, section (2)(E) (issued October 2, 2007).
A.A.C. R14-2-1812(B)(6).
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procure me nt. The se  a re  cus tome r progra ms  tha t fa cilita te  the  ma na ge me nt of the  utility's  loa d
a nd should not be  re s tricte d to a  compe titive  procure me nt RFP  proce ss . P ropose d la ngua ge  to
incorpora te  this  modifica tion is  se t forth in Atta chme nt A.

Utilitv Be n c h ma rk

As  the  Commis s ion indica te d in its  Tra ck B De cis ion, the  goa l of compe titive  s olicita tion is  to
provide  cus tome rs  with re lia ble  powe r a t the  lowe s t cos t, while  e ncoura ging the  de ve lopme nt of
a  vibra nt whole sa le  ge ne ra tion ma rke t in the  s ta te .7 In this  docke t, S ta ff ha s  indica te d tha t the
lowe s t cos t option is  the  a ppropria te  procure me nt s e le ction.8 In orde r to a s se s s  the  le a s t cos t
option, a  utility mus t de ve lop its  own pla nning e s tima te  or "be nchma rk price " whe n s e e king
re s ource s  in  the  ma rke t, s o  tha t it will ha ve  a  me a s uring s tick upon which to  compa re  the
re a sona ble ne ss  of bids . This  pla nning e s tima te  wa s  the  subje ct of much discuss ion a t the  CPP
Workshops .

The  Best Practices  address  this  issue  by requiring tha t one  week prior to the  issuance  of the  RFP,
the  utility mus t provide  the  Independent Monitor with a  copy of the  bid proposa l prepa red by the
utility or its  a ffilia te , or a ny be nclnna rk or re fe re nce  cos t the  utility ha s  de ve lope d a ga ins t which
to e va lua te  the  bids . APS  re comme nds  tha t the  utility bid or be nchma rk cos t be  provide d to the
Inde pe nde nt Monitor one  we e k prior to the  de a dline  for submitting bids, ra the r tha n issuance o f
the  RFP. The  cos ts  of labor and equipment can change  s ignificantly in a  short pe riod of time , so
ha ving the  utility numbe rs  provide d a s  close  to the  sa me  time  tha t bids  come  in is  importa nt for
an accura te  comparison to be  made  for purposes  of se lecting the  lea s t cos t option. This  change
will incre a se  the  re le va nce  of the  utility numbe rs , a nd e nsure  compa ra bility be twe e n re source
options .

Secondly, the  Bes t P ractice s  should provide  cla rifica tion rega rding the  utility's  ability to eva lua te
bids . Pursua nt to the  Be s t P ra ctice s , the  utility will provide  the  Inde pe nde nt Monitor with a  copy
of its  benchmark cos t or bid proposa l in advance  of the  rece ipt of any bids  from the  marke t, and
the  Inde pe nde nt Monitor will s e cure  tha t informa tion in a  loca tion whe re  it is  not a cce s s ible  to
a ny of the  bidde rs , the  utility or its  a ffilia te . Once  the  utility's  be nchma rk cos t or bid proposa l is
submitted to the  Independent Monitor, then those  utility pe rsonne l re spons ible  for deve loping the
be nchma rk cos t or bid proposa l should be  fre e  to a s s is t othe r utility pe rsonne l in the  e va lua tion
of the  bids . This  a pproa ch e ns ure s  tha t the  utility will ta ke  a n unbia s e d a pproa ch, a nd mos t
importantly, tha t the  most knowledgeable  people  a re  eva lua ting the  RFP bids , so tha t the  utility's
cus tome rs  will ge t the  be s t proposa l. S ta ff supporte d this  pos ition in the  Commiss ion's  Tra ck B
proce e ding, whe re  S ta ff a cknowle dge d tha t the  utility ha s  the  e xpe rtis e  to be s t de te nnine  the
products  tha t it ne e ds  to fulfill its  obliga tions  to its  cus tome rs  to provide  re lia ble  s e rvice  a t
rea sonable  cos t, and tha t a s  compared to S ta ff and the  Independent Monitor, the  utility is  be s t~
positioned to make  an informed decis ion when it eva lua tes  bids .9

Proposed language  to incorpora te  these  modifica tions  is  se t forth in Attachment A.

7

9

Decis ion No. 65743 (March 14, 2003) a t 16.
8 See, Draft Sta ff Report a t 7, discuss ing the role and benefits  of an Independent Monitor.

Decis ion No. 65743 (March 14, 2003) a t 54.
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Recovery of the Cost of an Independent Monitor

S ta ff ha s  s pe cifie d tha t the  utilitie s  s hould be  a llowe d to re cove r the  cos t of the  Inde pe nde nt
Monitor. The  Compa ny be lie ve s  tha t re cove ry of thos e  cos ts  through bidde rs ' fe e s  would be
most appropria te , but it should be  noted tha t these  cos ts  could s ignificantly increase  the  amount
of the se  fe e s . De pe nding upon the  e xte nt of a n RFP , the  s cope  of the  work a s  dicta te d by the
proce dure s  sugge s te d, a nd the  fina l procure me nt proce dure s , the  e xpe nse  of a n Inde pe nde nt
Monitor could e xce e d the  tota l of bidde rs ' fe e s  the  Compa ny ha s  typica lly re ce ive d. Anothe r
option is  tha t the  utility could re quire  the  winning bidde r to pa y a ll or a  s ignifica nt portion of the
cos t of the  Independent Monitor. To the  extent tha t any of the  Independent Monitor's  cos ts  have
not be e n re cove re d by bidde rs ' fe e s , the  Be s t P ra ctice s  s hould include  la ngua ge  to a llow the
Company to de fe r those  cos ts  for recovery in a  future  regula tory proceeding. Proposed language
to incorpora te  this  modifica tion is  se t forth in Attachment A.

Selection of an Independent Monitor

The  Compa ny be lie ve s  tha t the  Be s t P ra ctice s  provide  a  good de a l of cons tructive  guida nce
re ga rding the  e nga ge me nt of a n Inde pe nde nt Monitor. A point tha t ne e ds  furthe r cla rifica tion is
how a n Inde pe nde nt Monitor is  fina lly s e le cte d if a n inte re s te d pa rty ma ke s  a n obje ction to the
Inde pe nde nt Monitor initia lly s e le cte d by the  utility. The  Be s t P ra ctice s  a llow inte re s te d pa rtie s
30 da ys  to  obje ct to  the  s e le ction of a n Inde pe nde nt Monitor. Afte r tha t, the  proce s s  for
re s olving s uch a  dis a gre e me nt is  uncle a r. Would S ta ff the n be  re quire d to provide  a  writte n
re sponse  to the  obje ction? How much time  would the  S ta ff ha ve  to  re s pond? Would the
re s olution of s uch a  dis a gre e me nt re quire  a  Commis s ion de cis ion a t a n ope n me e ting?  This
unce rta inty in the  proce s s  would more  tha n like ly de la y a nd/or impe de  the  RFP  proce s s  for a n
unknown pe riod of time .

To addre ss  the se  conce rns , the  Company is  propos ing the  following procedure  for the  se lection
of a n Inde pe nde nt Monitor. Unde r the  Compa ny's  modifie d proposa l, the  utility, in consulta tion
with S ta ff, would de ve lop a  "ve ndor lis t" of thre e  to five  compa nie s  or cons ulta nts  who a re
ca pa ble  of se rving a s  a n inde pe nde nt monitor. The  utility would provide  the  lis t to S ta ff a nd file
it in  the  docke t fo r in te re s te d  pa rtie s ' re vie w. Inte re s te d  pa rtie s  would  be  pe rmitte d  to
comme nt/obje ct within 30 da ys  of filing. With or without obje ction from inte re s te d pa rtie s , S ta ff
would e ndors e  the  ve ndors  it found a ppropria te  within 60 da ys  of the  utility's  tiling. Once  the
lis t of a uthorize d ve ndors  is  e ndors e d by S ta ff, the  utility would be  a ble  to re ta in a ny of the
a uthorize d ve ndors  a s  a n inde pe nde nt monitor for its  future  RFPs . The  utility would be  re quire d
to provide  written notice  to S ta ff of its  re tention of the  Independent Monitor. P roposed language
to incorpora te  these  modifica tions  is  se t forth in Attachment A.

Conclusion

APS currently has  specific Commiss ion manda tes  rega rding its  procurement processes  pursuant
to its  Code  of Conduct, the  provis ions  of De cis ion No. 67744, a nd the  S e ttle me nt Agre e me nt
a dopte d in tha t de cis ion. The  Compa ny urge s  S ta ff to ma ke  the  modifica tions  a nd cla rifica tions
discussed above , to assure  tha t the  fina l Best Practices  a re  a  practica l, e ffective  and e fficient tool
for compe titive  procure me nt s olicita tions  a nd cons is te nt with the  e xis ting ma nda te s  a ffe cting
AP S .
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AP P E NDIX 1

RECOMMENDED BEST PRACTICES
FOR PROCUREMENT

P ro c u re me n t Me th o d s

1 .

I
The  fo llowing  p rocure me n t me thods  a re  cons ide re d  to  be  a cce p ta b le  fo r the
wholesa le  acquis ition of energy, capacity, and physica lpowe r hedge transactions :

A. P urcha s e s  through third pa tty, on-line  tra ding s ys te ms , including but not limite d
to the  Inte rcontine nta l Excha nge , Bloombe rg, Ca lifornia  Inde pe nde nt S ys te m
Ope ra tor, Ne w York Me rca ntile  Excha nge , or othe r s imila r on-line  third pa rty
systems.

B. Purchases  from qua lified, third pa rty, independent ene rgy broke rs .

C. Purchase s  from non-a ffilia ted entitie s  through auctions  or a  reques t for proposa ls
("REP") process .

D. Bila te ra l contra cts  with non-a ffilia te d e ntitie s .

E. Bila te ra l contra cts  with a ffilia te d e ntitie s , provide d tha t non-a ffilia te d e ntitie s  a re
provide d notice  of a nd a n opportunity to  be a t a ny propos e d contra ct be fore
executing the  transaction.

F. Any othe r compe titive  procurement process  approved by the  Commiss ion.

\ 2. Utilitie s  s hould s e e k to us e  a n RFP  a s  the  prima ry a cquis ition proce s s . Exce ptions
ma y include  the  following:

A. For e me rge ncie s . The  pa rtie s  to the  proce e ding we re  virtua lly una nimous  tha t a
utility should not have  to go through e ithe r an RFP process  or use  an independent
monitor.

For short-te ml a cquis itions  of._ less than ii\g ea1 sje-malH%a4H<-s3Ls¥€H&¥'844t84br¥H8v

C. For othe r components  of ene rgy procurement, such as  transmiss ion projects , fue ls
and fuel transporta tion ,

I

B.

Vs,/hen the: piauninu horizon is TWO w'c;1r3 or loss,



L AP S  Atta chme nt A

D. When a  utility encounte rs  a  genuine , unanticipa ted opportunity to acquire  a  power
supply re source  a t a  cle a r a nd s ignifica nt discount whe n compa re d with the  cos t
of a cquiring new gene ra ting facilitie s  tha t will provide  unique  va lue  to cus tomers .

For transactions that satisfy obligations under the Renewable Energy Standard
rules and Demand Side Management/ Demand Response programs.
8918-dtsntibuted renewable energy resources.

fs
_'J 1 Whe re  bila te ra l ne gotia tions  ma y be  the  be s t option to procure  long-te rm re source s ,

s uch a s  for re s ource s  tha t re quire  long le a d time s , the  utility mus t provide  writte n
notice  to S ta ff tha t it is  procuriiig re sources  outs ide  of an RFP.

Inde pe nde n t Mon ito r

1. An independent monitor should be  used in a ll RFP  processe s  for procurement of new
resources.

The utility should consult with Commission Staff and jointly select create a short list
et dorree to five companies or consultants ("verldor list") who can serve as an
independent monitor. the-utility
select an independent menitor for each-p¥eeutel=neat~p1=e§eet=

The  utility will file  its  ve ndor lis t in this  docke t for inte re s te d pa rtie s ' re vie w. s hould
pulbiie ly announce  the  independent monitor tha t has  been se lected and give  p a rtie s
will ha ve 30 da ys  to obi e t to the  se lection of the  monitor ve ndor's  inclus ion on the
lis t.

4. Within 60 days of the filing of the vendor list, Staff will endorse the vendors it
determines are appropriate. Once the vendors are endorsed by Staff, the ulilitv would
be able to retain am jl̀ _.@e._§utho1'ized vendors 1bg4 Ps. The ut1l1;y_____..q
to pL>vide written n.g §_l9_Staf:f of_ its retention of e_i;gi§pendent 1noni_tor.

or a nd should pa y the  monitor.4§. The utility should enter into a contract with the mont
The utility; will be allow ed to recover the_1;;udem co
l o the extent that._tl}_e__Qgi_c;pende11t mon.i.tor§_g9_8;i
bidders' fees, the Company will be allowed to defer
future regulatory proceeding.

8§ of the ind ¢nc1§nL.;1;QM§m.
have not been recovf:1'ec.1_._b.35
those costs for recovery in a

2.

3 .

59.

E.

One  we e k prior to the de a dline  for submitting bids .._
should provide  the  inde pe nde nt monitor with a  copy of a ny bid proposa l pre pa re d by
the  utility or its  a ffilia te , or a ny be nchma rk or re fe re nce  cos t the  utility ha s  de ve lope d
a ga ins t which to e va lua te  the  bids . The  inde pe nde nt monitor s hould ta ke  s te ps  to
se cure  the  utility bid or be nchma rk price  in a  loca tion not known or a cce ss ible  to a ny
o f th e  b id d e rs  o r th e  u tility o r its  a ffilia te . Qnce  the  u tility's  b id  p ropos a l o r

iizziuzmcc of any REP. the  u tility

I
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benchmark cost. is submitted to the independent monitor, utility personnel responsible
for develop in the benchn_1ark cost or bid 'p1°oposal__may assist in the evaluation of the
bids.

7. The  inde pe nde nt monitor s hould provide  re ports  (a t le a s t monthly) to Commis s ion
Staff throughout the  RFP process.


